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REMARKS 

By this amendment, claim 20 has been amended. Claims 13-17, 20-22, and 63-64 are 
pending in the application. Applicant reserves the right to pursue the original claims and 
other claims in this and other applications. 

Claim 20 stands objected to for informalities and has been amended to address the 
concerns raised in the Office Action. Accordingly, the claim is in condition for allowance. 

Claims 13-17, 21-22, and 63-64 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over alleged AAPA (prior art in US 2005/0080951) in view of Smolansky et al. 
(US 5,673,396). This rejection is respectfully traversed. In order to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness "the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations. " M.P.E.P. §2142. Neither the AAPA nor Smolansky et al., 
even when considered in combination, teaches or suggests all limitations of independent 
claim 13. 

Claim 13 recites, inter alia, "a first device . . .; a first buffer . . . coupled to said first 
device for receiving said outputted request signal; and a second buffer . . . coupled to said 
first device for receiving said second reply signal" (emphasis added). Applicant 
respectfully submits that the AAPA and Smolansky et al., even when combined, do not 
teach or suggest these limitations. 

Rather, the Office Action alleges that the AAPA teaches CAM devices stalling 
requests to teach "buffers." However, the AAPA teaches that the CAM devices are 
connected to each other serially, where each device Do ... Dn is connected only to the 
device in front and the device behind it in line. Therefore, the AAPA does not teach that 
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first and second buffers are both connected to a first device. Nor does the AAPA teach 
that any CAM device includes a buffer to provide the stalling function. Applicant 
respectfully submits that the AAPA does not disclose, teach, or suggest first and second 
buffers connected to a first device, as recited in claim 13. Smolansky et al., which is cited 
for teaching programmable buffer stage depth, also fails to disclose, teach, or suggest these 
limitations. Thus, Smolansky et al. does not remedy the deficiencies of the AAPA. 

Since the AAPA and Smolansky et al. do not teach or suggest all of the limitations 
of claim 13, claim 13 and dependent claims 14-17, 21-22, and 63-64 are not obvious over 
the cited combination. Applicant respectfully requests that the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection 
of claims 13-17, 21-22, and 63-64 be withdrawn and the claims allowed. 

Claim 20 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
AAPA in view of Smolansky et al., and further in view of Jander et al. (US 5,956,492). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 20 depends from claim 13. As such, it recites "a 
first buffer . . . coupled to said first device for receiving said outputted request signal; and a 
second buffer . . . coupled to said first device for receiving said second reply signal/' As set 
forth above, the combination of the AAPA and Smolansky et al. fails to disclose, teach or 
suggest these limitations (as well as others). The Office Action relies on Jander et al. as 
teaching bypassing buffer stages. Jander et al., however, does not cure the deficiencies of 
the AAPA and Smolansky et al. combination. Specifically, Jander et al. also fails to teach 
or suggest first and second buffers connected to a first device. Accordingly, the rejection 
should be withdrawn and the claim allowed. 
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In view of the above, Applicant believes the pending application is in condition for 



allowance. 



Dated: July ^ , 2007 
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